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DETAILED ACTION 

1. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since 
this application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the 
fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous 
Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's 
submission filed on January 9, 2007 has been entered. 

2. This action is responsive to Amendment filed on January 9, 2007. Claims 18-20 
have been amended. Claims 2-8, 11, 13-16 had been canceled. Claims 1, 9, 
10, 12, 17-23 are pending. 

Response to Amendment 

3. In view of the amendments to claims 1 8-20 to limit the "computer readable 
medium" to tangible computer readable medium, that is to say, disavowing 
nonstatutory subject matter disclosed as a "carrier wave" (Specification, page 9, 
lines 14-18), the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 101 of claims 18-20 is hereby 
withdrawn. 



4. 



Response to Arguments 

Applicants' arguments filed January 9, 2007 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 
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While Applicants admit that McQuistan teaches generating a stub, 
Applicants continue to argue that "McQuistan does not teach an adapter" 
(Remarks, page 7, 1 st paragraph)(Emphasis added). Applicants further argue 
that "McQuistan fails to disclose determining during runtime whether to 
configure the adapter/stub representation as an adapter or as a stub for the 
virtual machine" (Remarks, page 7, 2 nd paragraph)(Emphasis added). In other 
words, the stub and the adapter are argued to be distinguished from one another. 
However, this argument does not appear to be supported by the specification or 
the drawings. FIG. 7 discloses a method of determining whether an adapter is 
needed to execute compiled code (or to interpret bytecode) and generate an 
adapter as needed. Nowhere in FIG.7 discloses a step of determining "whether 
to generate an adapter or a stub". Rather, in both scenarios (i.e., interpreting 
bytecode and executing compiled code), the only determination is that of whether 
an adapter is needed. The only drawing deemed supportive of the "stub" is 
FIG. 8. Yet, similar to and yet more general than FIG.7, FIG. 8 and associated 
text only disclose generating an adapter for the compiler. Furthermore, page 2 
(last paragraph) of the specification defines the adapter as one that "translates 
the execution stack used by the platform dependent interpreter to a form that is 
consistent with what the platform dependent compiler expects". In other words, 
when the (l/C) adapter is generated for the compiler (i.e., execution stack used 
by the interpreter is translated to a form that can be used by the compiler) as in 
FIG. 8, the (l/C) adapter is referred to as a "stub". Hence, it follows that when the 
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execution stack (used to execute compiled code) is translated to a form that can 
be used by an interpreter, the generated (C/l) adapter is simply referred to the 
"adapter" to distinguish it from the stub (i.e., I/C adapter). Thus, contrary to 
Applicants' argument, the stub is not distinguished from the adapter since they 
are both adapters and Applicants evidently use the terms interchangeably (i.e., 
"adapter/stub"). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

6. Claims 1, 9, 10, 12, 17-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Alexander, III et al. (US 6,851,109 B1, "Alexander") in view of 
Sidik et al. of record (US 5,675,804 A, "Sidik") further in view of Hamby et al. (US 
5,848,274 A, "Hamby"). 

Claim 1 

Alexander teaches in a computer system, a method for dynamically compiling a 
partially interpreted bytecode program within a virtual machine (see at least Abstract; 



Application/Control Number: 10/080,793 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2192 

304 FIG. 3 & associated text) by constructing (i.e., generating) a new (adapter) method 
and just-in-time compile the adapter method to replace the partially executed (i.e., 
interpreted) bytecode (i.e., providing an adapter as needed for a virtual machine during 
runtime when said virtual machine executes computer code) (see at least col. 10:58- 
col. 11:20) comprising: 

o identifying a machine state input parameter for a machine state (see at least 
col.6:26-40); 

o identifying input parameters for a call to compiled code (see at least col. 6:26-40); 
o mapping the machine state input parameter and the machine state to the input 

parameters for the call to compiled code (see at least col.1 1 :45-67); and 
o mapping the machine state and a return value to an exit point of an interpreter to 

compiled code adapter, thereby generating an adapter/stub representation that 

can be configured as an adapter for the virtual machine during runtime (see at 

least col.1 1:45-67). 

o determining during runtime whether to just-in-time compile or interpret the 
bytecode (i.e., configure the adapter/stub representation as an adapter or as a 
stub) for the virtual machine (see at least col.10:58-col.11:19). 

o providing a stub representation to a compiler for compilation (see at least 
col.10:58-col.11:19); and 

o generating object code base upon the compilation (see at least FIGS.10A-B & 
associated text). 
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Alexander does not expressly disclose said adapter as an (l/C) adapter that facilitates 
translation of a first execution stack used by an interpreter associated with the virtual 
machine when the determining determines to provide the (l/C) adapter, so that the first 
execution stack can subsequently be used to execute compiled-code compiled by a 
compiler associated with the virtual machine] and generating a compiled code to 
interpreter (C/l) adapter that facilitates translation of a second execution stack used for 
execution of compiled code compiled by a compiler associated with the virtual machine 
when the determining determines to provide the C/l adapter, so that the second 
execution stack can be subsequently be used by an interpreter associated with the 
virtual machine. 

However, Sadik discloses generating an (l/C) adapter (also referred to as a stub) to 
enable an interpreted method to be called from a compiled method (see at least adapter 
code col.2:24-47; col. 3:22-65; adapter code 304, stub col. 5:47-67). 
Sidik does not expressly disclose translating of a first execution stack used by the 
interpreter so that the first execution stack can subsequently be used to execute 
compiled-code compiled by the compiler. 

However, Hamby discloses a system and method for dynamically and incrementally 
compiling bytecode that (see at least Abstract; 3000, 3104, 3112, 3109 FIG. 18 & 
associated text) in which the interpreter's stack machine is translated to a compiler's 
expression trees (see at least col. 28:50-65). It would have been obvious to one of 
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ordinary skill in the pertinent art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the 
teaching of Hamby into that of Alexander and Hamby for the inclusion of Sidik's (l/C) 
adapter that facilitates Hamby's translation of the interpreter's execution stack for the 
compiler and vice versa (i.e., generating C/l adapter that translates the compiler's 
execution stack to one that can be used by the interpreter). And the motivation for 
doing so would have been to enable the compiled portion of the code to invoked the 
interpreted portion of code from remote location without the compiling the interpreted 
portion (i.e., portion that does not need to be just-in-time compiled) where a compiler is 
not available at the remote location (see at least Sidik col. 3:22-35). 

Claim 9 

The rejection of base claim 1 is incorporated. Hamby further teaches wherein 
the method is performed in response to a determination that the adapter/stub is not 
stored in an adapter/stub library associated with the computer system (see at least 
compiled, persistent symbol table, database col. 6:25-40; new code objects, persistent 
table col.7: 14-37; col.9:22-50; 3000, 3105 FIG. 18 & associated text). 

Claim 10 

The rejection of base claim 9 is incorporated. Claim recites limitations, which 
have been addressed in claims 1 and 9, therefore, is rejected for the same reasons as 
cited in claims 1 and 9. 
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Claim 12 

The rejection of base claim 1 is incorporated. Alexander further teaches wherein 
the adapter/stub is further operable to update the states of different components of the 
computer system (see at least col.1 1:1-15; col. 12:22-37; FIG.11e & associated text). 

Claim 17 

The rejection of base claim 1 is incorporated. Alexander further teaches wherein 
said determining of whether to provide an l/C adapter or a C/l adapter comprises: 
determining whether one or more bytecodes have been processed by an interpreter 
(see at least col. 10:59-65). 

Claims 18-20 

Claims recite a tangible computer readable medium including computer program 
code for performing the method addressed in claims 1, and 17, therefore, are rejected 
for the same reasons cited in claims 1 and 17. 

Claims 21-23 

Claims recite a computing system comprising at least one processor that 
performs the method addressed in claims 1 , and 17, therefore, are rejected for the 
same reasons cited in claims 1 and 17. 



Conclusion 
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7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Chrystine Pham whose telephone number is 571- 
272-3702. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri, 8:30am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Tuan Q. Dam can be reached on 571-272-3695. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free), f) 




